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. The hi ter ary World 
How Book Reviews 
Make or Break Books 
— Or Have No Impact 

Feuds, Intrigue and Inveigling 
Abound in Unusual Field; 
‘Catch-22’ and ‘Love Story’ 

‘Enormous Egos, Thin Skins’ 



By A. Kent MacDougall 
Staff Reporter of Tins Wat t. Street Jootikai. - 
NEW YORK— Some blurt>3 for new books 
you'll never see in the publishers’ ad 3 : 

' “Here’s a book so transccndently bad It 

■ makes us fear not only for the condition of the 

novo! iii this country, but for the countr ,f 
self.”— New York Times on Chandler Bros- 
sard’s “Wake Up. We're Almost There.” 

“A contemptible example of the misuse of 
access to the public prints ... the starkest ex- 
ample of irresponsible publishing to come to 
our attention.” -Saturday Review on William 
Powell's “The Anarchist Cookbook.” 

“Eight hundred pages long and two inches 
. ’ thick, fhe book is an imposing object that 
should find many uses. It could 'serve, for In- 
stance, as ... a dead weight that could in- 
stantly sink a prosperous 08-year-old author 
into the East River.” — Time magazine on Ir- 
ving Stone’s “The Passions of the Mind." 

As these excerpts show, book reviews some- 
times are as verbally violent as the bloodiest 
Western. But unlike fictional frontier sheriffs, 

; ... book reviewers don’t always get their man. 

; The unfavorable New York Times review of 

the Brossard novel has practically shut off 
i bookstore orders, publisher Richard W. Baron 

; • ■ laments. But “The Anarchist Cookbook,” 

!■ ' which includes instructions to revolutionaries 

j on how to make bombs, is going into its fourth 

j. printing. "This is a highly controversial book, 

made by news reports and novelty,” says pub- 
f ■ Usher Lyle Stuart. “A good review can’t sell it, 

I and a bad review can’t kill It.” 

!• ' Irving Stone’s ''Use Passions of fhe Mind,” • 

■ a fictionalised biography of Sigmund Freud, 

j... has shrugged off knocks from Time and other 

> . New York-based periodicals (reviews else- 

! where have generally been favoral.de) and is 

| ■■ No. I on major best-seller lists. Explains Ken- 

neth McCormick, Mi. Slone’s editor" at Doublo- 
;. day: “A good percents*.; 0 r stone fans and oth- 

p era buying the bool, don't read reviews or, if 

i they do, aren't influenced by them,” 
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no reviews at all usually spell disaster- es- 
pecially for a work of fiction. Bookstores and 
libraries seldom order books that don’t get 
reviewed, and potential readers are unaware of 
their existence because publishers usually can’t 
afford to advertise them extensively. To try to 
avoid launching a book into a void, publishers 
make every effort to get reviews. They swamp 
editors and reviewers with hundreds of review 
copies of the typical title. Doubleday, tor ex- 
ample, sent out 450 review copies of the $10 
Stone novel. 

But so great is the Rood of review copies 
that even the most conscientious review editor 
has to ignore most of them. Library Journal, a 
publication for librarians that reviews about as 
many books as any periodical, reviewed only 
6,000 of the 24,000 new titles published in the 
U.S. last year. The New York Times Book Re- 
view, generally considered the most presti- 
gious and influential review medium, reported 
on fewer than 3,000. 

_ To lower the high odds against getting a re- 
view, publishers usually go beyond sending out 
review copies. They line up enthusiastic blurbs 
from literary celebrities to impress editors and 
Please Turn to Page SB, Column 1 
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disl; 'rod the i^sok but {hat 
view, it vra/t^styUsUcailv ; 
tiveiy .%';%: i ; : : ; ;;; : ;:;te hie. 

Jewish content." 

The rough handling of 
novel, \ I",': %._■ Up, 11 %,. U, 
tee work of an alleged per: 
viewer who labeled the bo; 

0 , 1(1 ' was Anatole Urovc;.'! 
once was anther Brossard's 
was Dost man at his weddia 
terward the two fell cut, as 
first novel, published in tODJ 
tcminibla character said to 
Brevard. According’ to Mr. 1 
yard evened the score 20 ye 
demolition job on Mr. Bross; 

Mr- I-royard denies that 
Mr. Brossard influenced ' 

“Wake Up, We’re Almost Ti 
ard, the editor of the Tim 
which published the review 
Know the two men were a 
doubts about Broyard’s integrity," he says, 
ovk it may have been a mistake for him to re- 
view this book, because his review was subject 
iu juIm ; nie vor e laticn. : ; 

■ Kook review editois sometimes make the 
mistake of giving a scholarly book to a special- 
ist wrso, because of his own related work, has a 
vested interest in praising or attacking the 
book’s thesis. And. some editors aren't above 
assigning a book on a political issue or figure 
to a reviewer whose known partisanship makes 
the tenor of his review pretty predictable. On 
t'ie other flimd, the Saturday Review went to 

UPUSl'.d! i , . 

. , iu avoia nemg- one- 

suh.-q m reviewing “Boss,'’ a critical bioeraohv 
of Chicago Mayor Richard Raley. It assigned it 
to two l^vicwore — a Daley foe who praised the - 
ooo t < and a Daley adrnirer who panned it. 

. Many reviewers refuse to review books they 
think are bad, though for varying reasons. 
Critic Lionel Trilling' read Irving Stone’s “The 
Passions Oi the Mind” but declined to review it 
for the Time;; Book Review on the ground it 
wasn't worth bis time. Walter Clemons, • a 
Times star? reviewer and editor, agrees that 
it’s “a waste of energy to fulminate against 
e says he’s “in such 
arid the difficulty of 
nyone who can finish a 
recognise that my 



the juekpct with “I,nve Story” despite mixed 
reviews. Tima ignored the book until niter it. 
became a bestseller, and JA-.vsveek said it ' 
“skips from cliche to cliche with 
that would chill even the ble-cd of 
! ance editor.” 
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bad books.” Gay Ta! 
sympathy with y/iitin 

reciting, that I respect 
, book. It I don’t like a book, I 
j reasons might be very personal and not worth 
putting in writing for other pooulo to road.” 

: ^ Mom reviewers are particularly loath to cut 
.down first novels. “I never review a bad first 
novel because I believe every writer is c-ntitled 
to a second chance,” says John Earkham 
whose reviews are syndicated to some to daily 
newspapers by Use Saturday Review. 

nut Char!;;;; Monaghan, editor of Bool: 
World, which is published !.,y t>ic* Washington 
Rost and. the. Chicago Tribune, thinks “coddling j 
a first novel isn't a wise idea, for the future of j 
*;i£; genre. Seventy-five percent of all novels j 
published shouldn't see the light of day,” he tie- j 

Males. “A good tanning once in a while teaches 
a wesson and helps discourage people from pub- 
| Mining crap. 

A few first novels succeed despite critical 
apafny or hostility. Joseph Kc-ller’s “Ucf.-h- 2 '>” 
caught on in the face of a New York Times 
Uhreeyaragrapn review that complained that 
the World War If novel “gasps for wont of 
craft and sensibility” and is “repetitive a-U 
monotonous.” 

Atorc recently, first novelist Erich Segal hit 
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iwspaper reviews bear such a close 
:c to publicity and jacket copy that 
suspect the reviewers didn't open 
'ca copy. 'Sven big league reviewers are 
> so accused. After a Saturday Ra- 
wer five times mlsidenlified the pro- 
J Dalton Ti’unifco's reissued r.cval 
dot His Gun” as Johnny, a reader 
; point oat that t);o hero’s name is ac- 
tually Joe. 

A Harper's review- of Peter Matthiessen’s 
“At Play in the Fields of tins Lord” so garbled 
the novel s piof that one reader complained tii° 
reviewer “did little except fumble through the 
pages,” and a second c 
viewer “demonstrates ur 
hasn't even read the fcool- 
’letters — and this ndterfroh 
.crick Cook: 

(he ishv!':; pint mat nn,% 

1% “did lit tic % ;■ . 
rages.'' and a second da 
viewer ' k%ea'ioii.?trai(%s ; ■. -. 

)| hasn't even read the book.’ 
loiters --and this note from 
crick Cook: 

T a .. ’.'a just reread the that X thought 1 
had read, and am appailc! UuU I could have 
jl blundered so carelessly i n reporting the plot a 
| t did. I would like to armlorira ur.cnuivocally t- 
i Mr. M.ntthiessen and hi;; publishers; and s 
| WHIU like to refer anyone who has been misled 
ni -' tt v’icw to tne oetter Informed reviews o: 
this hook that have appeared elsewhere.” 

One reviewer, Gerald Walker, says he ha; 
Mopped pails of some books a; "sheer .self-de- 
iense. mu uou't have to read nii of a bad book 
to know it % ixici,” lie declares P.ut most i'o- 
%d eveiy word. “I dors': 
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.%kim Or .%a:p,'’ says Barbara Bar.nc-n, a Pug. 
lisncis '-%iy editor ami reviewor v/ho cos’ 
zip throng a i > . re o novc.s in a single a.ftemoon. 

hew reviewers admit having taken speed, 
reading; instruction. “I wa? .vpeed-readlng a 
decade before these coura« came into vxlx 
tcnce,” boa.Us Mr. Barkham of the Saturdu- 
Hevicvv Syndicate. Mr. Barkham grinds out 
weekly vpjota of four to five book reviews . 
;ui fiOO-word author interview. “I work sevc; 
days a week and even take, books alon^ on va- 
cation,” he says. “If I didn't have 1 0 reef 
books for tne job, I'd read them for pleasure.' 




